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hilt WAR COLILEGI MRSKARCH REPORT ABSTRACT

1'ri.: !, '1 TiM USAV OVVIC:R CORt'S A VIGHTING FORCE?

AlI'IT1ORS;: Osary I.. Undnec# Colonel# 43hFP

Da vid R. l,(.ve, hiout-unant Colonfa.° I;SA.T

A hi:itorical review of Air force officer corps size and a

(:umparison of rated to nonrateti populations introduce an in-depth look

at th.e efectiveneau of the USAF officer force. Initially# the

officer roquir*ents process is discussed. This is followed by

nnslysea of the officer corps 2ize in relation to enlisted population#

force structure, and Installations. Officer growth patterns are

sc:rutinlLhd by major :rnamand and occupational specialty. Conclusions

derived from the authors' research point out a net decrease in

(ihitinj rorroo erfectivenes.n of our officer corps over the last

doc:ide. Recoimendations to correct this adverse trend are offered.
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CHAPTER I

I NT RODUCT ION

?ho National Security Act of 1947 stited that, "The hit

Force shall ho ortjnized, trained, and equipped primarily for

ptwp ,i etstiutsid offensivwo in d,?fensive air operations."

N..thimj nince the, establishment of the Air Force as a separate

snrvice has ,sltor(% this fundamental charter. Air Force Manual

1-1# dasic Aerospace Doctrino of the United States Air Force,

joos on to znay that:

the, h.astc objet'tivi of aerospace forces is to win
the) attospcs hattle--to gain and/or maintain control
Oaf th, 4tri!);WOP *nvirconmnt and to take decisive
,tions iimm nli.stely and directly against an enemy's
wir(iiistlisij .apacity. These actions include neutrali-
zinl or dontroyinq the enemy's forces, his command and
ontrol mt.,:h-enian, and his sustaining warfighting
apac.ity. Au a critical eloment of the interdependent

I.ind-nav;aI-a'ru.sp.a team, airpower can be the decisive
fore.t, in warfar. Commanders must design their war-
fielhtinq oral.inix-,tinn and plans to take advantage of
thi.i relatio nthiip.l

Clearly, this is consistent with our basic warfighting charter.

Unlike the Army, Navy* and Marines, our fighting forces

cene almost exclusively from the officer corps. Nore

specifically, the rated and missile operations officers are the

w.rcioc element within the Air Force. We expect changes in our

force, structure and officer corps to affect our combat



effect iveness.

During the past decade, the Air Forote', alon9 with the

other servicest has come under increasin criticinm fr tlh"

management of the officer corps. Many sel(-appointotl deoni:e,

reformers have taken broadsido shots at the military officer
corps. 9dward Luttwak in his hook, The) Pnttjon ani the, Art of

tbr, devotes two chaptert to what he ca Is an orl ier surplu,.

Here's an example of how he views the situation.

The grossly excessive nmblr or olreoers abov. middle
rok drowns the undoubted talont and dedication of indivi-
dual officers in tW m diocrity of the ecrowd. And tho
diffusion of decision-makint power mong the many s.,piarate
military bureaucracies that have proliferted over the
years to accommodate all those officers defeats the pursuit
of any coherent poli:t y in pence or wnr. ho tonequen-oe
of the officer surpius for the peacetimti mnnajoment of the
military establishment arpt widesprelad anti surprisintily
harmful .2

Senator Gary Hart and William Lind, in their look,

Aerica Can Win, assert that:

there is a large surplus of officers in the ranks
of major/lieutenant -.0omamlor and ahov. This surplus
causes much of the bureaucratitation antl e.ntrnli attion
that plague our armed services and rteduv', milit,,ry
effectiveness. Since there ars fta frow.r real Joh:l--
those that actually need to he dono--than th'rt, tore
middle and senior ranking officers, vaut numbers or
makh,-wcok jobs are created. To compete (or promotions,
officers must be very busy in thuse unnecessary jobs,
and their activity results in the qenoraion of paper,
in pushing decisions to ever higher levels, and in
doing everything by committese consnsus. 3

Their solution is to reduce the field grade force by 5o percent;

a solution that does not appear to be derivel from .any rational

analysis.

In addition to "enlighteot-d" ,author.s, the n.;rvi.'o; .ro

2



repeatedly being pressed by Congress to cut manpower. Rarely

does a bsudge~t cycle tjo by without pressure to cut personnel

positions. Air Fore Times headlines give us a blow-by-blow

* description of impending doom: September 21* 1987--"Congress

lhikely to) Ords'r Orricot Cut,% ti 1% for l*4 November 16,

l947--Ollill Cnorineo~ Approvves Cut of 3#666 Officer Slots;"5

January It* 19N8-0"20#001 Cut Planned in AF End Strength;"'

January 18# 19es--"oeoricer cut of 2,255 Planned by September

3*7 ironically, Air Force Times headlines rarely translate

into reality, but they do keep emotions running high. The most

gewitot propo.'t for congressionally sponsored force reductions

are spearheaded by Sonator John Glenn. a former military officer.

Not to I., autflonee the Genorcil Accounting Office has recently

joinoLM In thst foray with a study critical of the Air force system

of deLIormininig n-snpower roquirenents.1 Additionally., Senator

Motno han na4 ked the General Accounting Office to conduct a study

of Air I'oric pillot requirtwmefli.9

Nxpecience has shown that there Is no shortage of critics

wh&'n it comews to recommendations on how to operate the military.

D.'spito their disclaimers, critics of the military since the

Vitno o~xp'rionvo hiive Invariably had two themes. First, the

De.partment or neftense ijets too large a share of the federal

bjudiet. S4,cnnd, our military has too many people# especially in

thle officer corps. For critics, reducing military manpower is a

quit-k soiution to sa.tisfyinti both themes. In order to shape out

manpower requirements and intelligently respond to our critics,

3



it is important that we to.arn 1n muc;h an pnnihl, about our

officer corps.

The objective ol this paper is to tak a n look at tho Air

Force officer corps frt- some different anglos, and, in the

process, attmpt to get a bettor grasp of its Offectivennmn an .1

fighting force. If we're satlsfied that we've taken prudnt

actions in building our r ficer corps, then we cAn respond tt, ular

critics in good faith. If we're not satisfied with what wo se,,

then at least we have a basis ior making future manpower

decisions.

Our first step in the process will he to take .

historical look at our officer corps size and how it has varied

since outr inception as an independent r-rvit'e. The. nXt stop J.;

to assess how officer requiromonts are d.ttermins-i. Then, aome

comparisons of the officer corps to onlisttd ntre'ntjth, fnce:o.

structure, and installations will, hopefully, vo utn .i hotter

concept of the relationship between tho off iur ,orp and other

Air Force elements. Analyses of officers by major c: mand and

occupational speciality will further clarify where our ,ftivur.3

are and what they are doing. ,At this; point, w, :;hotuld hivs,

enough information to make srm.o spo,:iri,: st4L.t.l.PI ; . l'ut t.e Air

Force officer corps along with any recconwndationri; that m.ly be

appropr iate.

4



ClHAPTER I I

IIISTORICAL REIVIIEW OF OFFICER CORPS SIZE

The Air Force officer corps traces its history back to

thu Army Air Corps. At the end of World War 11 in August 1945,

Air Corps officer stronelth pe.aked at 24S,511. Anxious to

dumoldilizvp the totall number or officers assigned to aviation and

related sp'rialtios plummeted to 31f497 by December of the

followtlnq year. In 1947, the Air Force was established as an

independent service ant) began to chart its own path.

Sin.,e that time, several events have occurred which have

affucted tht: size of our officer force. Among these are the

Korean Cnnflict, the introduction of a formidable strategic

arsenal, the Southeoat Asia Conflict, and an increased

'onv(entionlal military commitment to our NATO allies. For the

last 15 years, we have not b:en Involved in dny conflict

r:(juirinq as larqe military commitment. Clearly these events,

alonJ with others, have impacttd the size of our officer force.

Thi' followinq table tr.-es officer force totals from 1950

to 1985 in five-year increnents. This information is graphically

dtpict.-d in yearly increments (or the same period at Attachment

* 1.



YEAR OI-FICKRS

1955 57,556

1955 137.149

1966 129t689

1965 131g,812

L976 129,352

1975 105,161

1986 97,901

1985 168469

Source: IkF/HPPTFI

A review of this data rcf rtec~t .ulbs.,ntial qrwth of th,

officer corps in the early years as an independent -irvic'.

Certainly some of this early qrowth can be .attribut,,d to events

such as the Berlin Airlift in 1948 and the Korean War from

1950-1953. Air Force officer stronjtIt p-akd in 1956 at 142,071

and then began a (Jradual reduction to approximately 110,000 by

1966. Officer totals rose in 1967-1969 to ''- I 1,1,000 I)lu rng".

with a peak in 1968 of 139,696. This 11rowth unt lobted Ily r,.ultobt

from the increased manpower requirements .ssociated wil:h our

Southeast Asia involvement. However, somntwhat squrprisinqjly, VA?

witness a gradual decline in the number o[ activo duty Air Forvo,

officers during the latter portion of our involvknent in Vi,,tnam.

From 1969 until our final withdraiwal in 197'i, th,, not r;dutLion

in the officer force was almost 20,000. This downward trond

6



eontintl until 1978 when the total dipped to 95,643. However,

from 1'7C through 1985, officer totals climbed steadily, bick

over tho 199US99 ma rk, raching 1U8,400 by the end of fiscal year

1985.

At this pint, we hav a fundamental understanding of

officer strenjth totals from our beginning as a separate service

to the modern ,r;,. Two interesting points emerge from this

overall look at officer strenjth. First is the consistent

r4t.u(:tion in tot.il orricers durinq the height of the Vietnam

c-onflitt from L968 throujh the mid-1970's. Just as interesting#

ht)W~v,, is Lht srowth Lh(, Air Force has experienced from the

l.te 1979's through the last fiscal year. What makes this

noteworthy is that our country does not have a history of

military manpower growth during times of peace.

OF'ICK1 CORPS COMPOSITION

At this jun'eiare, it m.y prove useful to examine the

componition of our officer corps over the last 35 years. Many

who look .t the Air Force officer segment focus heavily on the

r-:t:ed (pilot.o n.viqaItors, observers) population. The rationale

for this sems to center on the expense involved in training

flyers and the ftat that they constitute the bulk of our fighting

force.

The followintq table is a numerical comparison of rated

and nonrated officers at five year intervals. For an annual

e(miprison from 1950-1985, ceer to Attachment 2.

7



YEAR TOTAL RArKI) NONRATKD

19 1 57t@66 31839 25o176

1955 137,149 71,66I 65,488

1966 129,689 72,648 57t041

1965 131,621 65,51 66,1011

1970 129t532 54,356 /5,76

1975 305,161 46,639 %H, r22

1980 97,961 35,100 62,N91

1985 166,40 34,535 71,86's

Source: AP/MPPTV 2

It is in this comparison tit wi, reveail .s ,Nn rdthosr

dramatic information about the composition of our orli-,r (corp.n.

Most significant is how the baulan-e, htwen the, rated aind

nonrated force has radically shifted ov.r the I.ast -15 yeors.

Other than for a brief period in i.hc, e.rly 1959's, our )rri.,r

corps was predominantly a rated forr.o throu'qh 1965. 'rho, rilt-wd

population peaked in 1957 at 78,459. OfIIi',r ,i--essions durinq

the late 1960's concentrated heavily on nonrattod specialties.

The peak in nonrated officer population occurred in 1968 at

86,406. Total officer numbers peaiked as wIl t:hat yesr wilh

139,60 active duty officers.

As mentioned earlier, it w.a'; in )9011 tha t a u.n:;i.tent

8



force drawdown hogJdn ht would affect both the nonrated and

Cos.it uftic ,r tottll.. The reductinn In the ratnd force continued

intil 1)90. In I.t, the rated population in the Air Force has

denclined every y..ir (com 1957-190. In the 1989's the rated

forco stahilizedt ;it the mid-3t,900 range. The nonrated force

also bxj.an aI drawlown trom 1961 force levels; however, unlike the

rittd force, this trend stopped in 1977, and since that time the

nonr4ttb.l fort:1 h.s expeciened consistent annual growth. An

inter utlnqj etn uplison shows that the nonrated force experienced

.a ni.t re lution ofr .slqhtly ovwor 1,90 officers (75,176 vs

71,81,) frim, 1970 to 1985. During that same period, the rated

fore ,xp .rie vd.: .s re:duction or almost 29,90 officers (54,356

v: '14,515). This rtlpre:.ents a radical change in the composition

or tlit. oct ieocr corps,

RA'IE:)/NONIRArI:ID OFFICER DEMOGRAPHICS

Ihocau.e or the marked difference in the population shifts

betwoo.,n th, r.ted and nnnrated communities, it may prove useful

to examine and compare them as separate groups. Until the

mid-1960's, most Air Force officers were aviators. However,

since that time the majority have been nonflying officers. The

:h.trt hbelow r'eflects whit percentaJe of the total officers were

rated at five-year intervals throughout our history. Attachinent

I shows this information in (jriph form for each year.

9



PERCENTAGE Of LINE OPEICIRS WITII AIR)NAUJIICA1 RA4TING

1956 561

1955 521

196V 561

1965 501

1970 421

1975 441

1980 36%

1985 321

Source: Ar/MPPprF 3

One basic fact emerges from this infrrmatin--the Air

Force has transitioned from a predominantly rdtd officer corps

to one that is currently over two-thirds n,)nra.cl. One

explanation for this is that, in the paqt., many aviayt-)rs were

used in positionn that could havo h:t'n iu:nt an ,,a:sily maenn'Cl by .1

nonflyer. This was true in the late 1950's and sarly 1960's .i:;

our pilot surplus ranged as hi jh a.s 5,650 i 1 96,; .and I)ur

navigator surplus peak'd at 6,231 in 19)64. 4  It wa:; als() tru., in

the mid-1979's with pilot surpluses reaching 5,977 in 1976 and

navigator overages peaking at 1,340 a year lat.r. 5 Many rnom'nhr

the large contingent of aviators who wert. sonL into rated

supplement duties during the 1970's alonq wit.h vory lil)or.l

separation policies. By 1980, the pt:ndulun had rever.;ed v-ours(-.

14



Iiglh Aviator xupacICtion rat.es alonj with the lowest undergraduate

rlyin,! trcinlj protluction rates in history created a shortage of

rly#ers ,um-t.pat to the, valid.it'l rated requirement. For example,

unlurgraduhste pitut trainnij production in 1979 was 1047 compared

tt) 4#012 in 1972. A yt.,or later (1986) we had 1667 fewer pilots

thdn the 22,963 requir 'ment and 346 fewer navigators than the

10,471 celuiremnt.'. 6 Theso shortfAlls were offset to some degree

by higher than anLt :p,ited retention and by reducing the rated

:nopplel.mnt. Lis m uinme ie'pt.shl I ovt, ls (2#951 positions) .7

Adlition.liy, wit retsrned to force xustaining undergraduate

flylnj trcaininq) lvi.la by 1982.

The purpnt in r .,vwin this pirt of the officer corps

history is to illustrate how we reached at least a temporary

:*.alance by 1985 of rateel inventory and requirements. This is

Impirtint in th,tt: the 321 ratod/68% nonrated officer ratio in

I'fli wa;. not. Jrivun by any large excess or deficit of rated

officers.

Theore art? .some conclusions that we can reach as a

.'t)ttI. 0Lt(j ece )r our hi:itoric.al review:

I. The: Air Forc-e offic'er corps hds transitioned from a

predominantly rated to nonrated force.

2. The officer corn ha,; experienced consistent growth

-;ince 1978.

3. Officer incre scn nince. 1978 have boon almost

ext.1usivoly in nonrated specialties.

it



Based on these conclusuions# it woul1 I%-. logical to

examine officer r~quiruvments, and how the'y are' do.rivet. Th In

review should validate the ptocess by which £oICI.?.r foe tot.fln

at. justitied within the hit Force.
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CIAPTRk III

OVVIIKR RQUIREM$NTS

"The Air For';' ijonoirnlty is tocognized as the leadet

,.monj the servi'u:t in usinj scientific means to determine

purneonn4l rt.quirtemonts." 1  A riview of the manpower requirement

procuum will .jiv ,s hotter untlr.tAntling of how the system works.

The following is is $%wmstry of the process contained in AFR 26-1.

The three major groups in the Air Force manpower

fuOntional st-..tf ortjmnization are the Air Staff Director of

Manpower and Orgtnization, the Air Force Management Engineering

Agenty (APPIA) -nd itH Hubotdinate Functional Management

Hnqineo.ring Teams, mrd the Major Command Directors of Manpower

,nnd cOrjgnizattion lild their Command Managemont Engineering Teams.

Th' USAF D)irector is the focal point for overall policy and

dir.:tion of tilt) Air Force manpower program. AFMRA operates

tndr the functional management engineering concept, using

functional mang,.ment ongin ering teams. The teams develop and

maintain manpower standards in Air Force common functions by

condueting industril engineering studies. Currently, there are

eleven functional iareas in which these teams conduct studies:

13



Comptroller

Data Automation

Ingineering and servicos

maintenance and Supply

mdical

Munitions

Manpower and Personnol

Security Police

Special Staff

Transportation

Intel l igence

Thos teams covet approximat.ly two-thirds or thoy hir Vorc. total

manpower resources, with ongoing plans for Incre.sed covoragj,.

MAJCON manpower directors basical ly hiave tho sitv. t

responsibilities as their Air Staff counterparts, with manajoment.

engineering teams distributed throughout the respective major

commands.
2

MIANAGPRKNT KNGIP.IR IN(; I'lOCK:;

The cornerstone or the Air Fort: m tfpOW. mnn, .insmt

concept is the management engineering pro'ess. It I.n throuqh tho

development of manpower standards that mnnpower reoquirements are

determined and justified. This process tlien on th, industri.al

techniques applied by the managenent engine r.s. Theser' techniquits

include activities such as trne ; tudy, work saamplinj, quottin)j

analysis, and operational audit. Following work moasurent and

14



computAtions, th., standards 4uro staffed and approved by NQ USAF

*rnl AVPA. I

Whe'n ziufis.1.nt m.snptswor roaources arct not mvailmbl* to

t.-uvor in intervno In manpower ruquirements. they at* entered into

tht) pI~n"nnln', pto'r.wmsin'j, anti budgjeting system (PPSS) through

MAJCON or Air staff-sponhorod pcolcti decision packages (PDPs).

7 114"n t11)1011 .1rol 4;,0,1r116111y 44.ctiptsel.I by tile Air Fort:* Board

StIru.'Iuro wit~h I Itt!.' or no) detes~i hotc4use their bases and

va dity isrv~ not tjnor.lly unsitLood by anyone outside the

manpowor community. Additionally, manpower add it ions/delet ion$

tonel to) Its-, ine.vontil in nature, iond are frequently associated

with now protxitms or projects. As a consequence, entire career

fit-ids at% raroly lo)oked at by thet board structure for a "big

picture" review. In short, the review process is generally

confintd to tit.. an~wer _xp?rts. 4

Recently, our manpower systum has been the target of a

.;ntbraul Aveounting Office ((;AO) rtvportS As mentioned earlier,

tt,, eur rent l'uuct Iona I Manaiqoment Knijincer ing concept purportedly

cvr6b~ pore t ortil.% manpower resources by spe~cific

work-relate! erite-rJ, while the GAO contention is that only

about 52 percent or Air Force positions are covered by these type

medsurements. Reqn~rdlcess of the precise percentage, it is safe

to Say Lildt b~etweenf one-third and one-half of the total Air Force

manpower requirement in not covered by specific work-related



RATE) ANA(ICMN PROCK)

Nilitacy aviator requiremtnLs dre qovernt'd by an e ntirly

separate pcocess, but with the manpowmr community still in the

loop. The 23 April 1917 Rated Managemant Drmum-nt covurs this

process in detaii. Excerpts from that document follow to ;ivw

the reoder an understanding of this uniquir .1,-tivity. Our ,urrnt

rat4d management system evolved from the Rated )istcilution ,Afl

Training Management concept developed in the mid-l971s. 6

Under the current structure# AF/XOOTW is the fI .'4l Imint

foe the Air Force rated management pcoces, owovert numorosu

other agencies actively participate in the prco.enx. provihlin, #v

series of checks and balances. NAJCOM inpul.ts .r, intt'jr.el in

terms of constraints, training capablitius, and pcroqr.wmed

flying training documents. Personnol (AF/DPX) detonminen rote.I

inventory projections and undergraduate flyintl trAinirnj rates to

sustain the rated force. Manpwer (AI'/P1H) i.i fr.isel pfint. fr(r

rated requirements. AF/XOO and the 1AJCJCtA deteormin, absorption

and stability criteria and, with the ais:latsne of APIIC,

distribute the rated force accordinqly.

As mentioned. Air Staff ma power helps determine rated

requirements. These requirements are publ inhed arter every maj)r

budget exercise (three times ipe.r fiscal year) and -ire' binrdl on

the funded Air force program as of that oxercise. Justification

for a rated requirement must h, based on at l nat ono of the

following: force structure# training projrams, overhead

workload, profess ional/careeor developmosnt .nd eth1:.ztin. rv=
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structure in tho maj.)c fa4toc for dotermining rated needs and is

404Vputo.d by aliplyino, e.row reis iA and crew complement factors to

tho numbor of ..iciaft. ?rcininq needs translate directly into

instrut.toc n,.slh. Thi'ne .siro quantified by applying student loads

and instructor to student ratios. Closely associated is the

stutlont authottiation (post UPT) which translate into student

load data. Ov.?rhe.l workload fNctocs are documented by manpower

t..,ms .oral rcsviow.d by Air St4If manpower officials. Currently.

staff roquireNments growth must be associated with supporting

fncc. atcucture tjruwth. In the 4bsence of force structure

gcowth, agjencios must identily tradeofJfs from within their

authori:tzd rated Ltaft bofore now authorizations can be approved.

The rcmaininr cstooirius of rated requirments--AVIT, PMIl,

supplemoat, ant trAnsiant differ in that they cannot be tracked

to specific rted m.sopower authorizations. Rated supplemente

AF'iT 411d 1I4 rCeuietmonta art 'anyear .lowances for rated

officers to participate in professional development and education

or to broaden thoir careers by serving in a nonrated career

(ield. Those requirements were set by the Rated Supplement

P'viow Hoard in 1979 and 1986. 8

The rated force is highly visible in that numerous

agencies participate in the requirements justification process.

Adlitionally, there are two competing needs within the rated

caonunity which consistently sp.rk heavy debate. On the one

hdd, x there is a requirement to sustain the rated force through

stiffit:iQIt production to fill all rated needs in the future.
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Certainly, retention and econometric factors play heavily on

rated force projections. On the other hand, limitations such as

training assets, stability, and experience criteria tend to put 'a

limit on the numher of pilots and navigators MAJComs can absorb.

Without question, the rated force lives under a microscope, not

only within the Air force, but It Congress as well. Of 4ll

personnel date displays provided in the "USAF Summary.," sore tire

allocated to rated force analysis, and pilots in particular. than

any other occupation group in the Air Force. 9 Most recently#

Senator John Glenn has asked the GAO to conduct an audit of pilot

requirements.1 9

This information illustrates the requirements

determination process and highlights some of the differences that

exist in the world of manpower requirements. As a consequence of

this discussion, we can draw some conclusions:

1. Some nonrated officer requirements are not covered by

the management engineering process.

2. All rated officer requirements are quantified ond

examined through an extensive rated management process.

3. Rated officer requirements receive considerably more

scrutiny than nonrated officer requirements.
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CHAPTER IV

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS

Even though we've examined the process used to generate

officer requirements, the process means very little unless we can

measure our officer size and growth patterns against some overall

criteria. Many critics favor the officer to enlisted ratio as an

effectiveness criterion. Other# more useful criteria include

measuring officer strength against force structure and

infrastructure. We'll use total aircraft inventory as a force

structure measure and number of Air Force installations as a

measure of our base infrastructure.

OFFICER TO ENLISTED RATIO

On the surface, it's difficult to see how the officer to

enlisted ratio means very much, if anything. In other services

the warrior or fighting element consists mainly of enlisted

people. Conversely, the Air Force warrior element is

predominantly in the officer corps (pilots, navigators, missile

launch officers). If our officer growth would be in the fighting

element, one could make a strong argument that an increase in the

officer to enlisted ratio is directly linked to an increase in

Air Force combat capability. Naturally, this is the exact
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opposite of what the reformers advocate, sinte they tend to lump

all the services into one catejory. Let's start off by looking

at aggregate officer to enlisted ratio's at five-year increments.

YEAR OFFICER ENLISTED RATIO

1956 57166 352685 .1619

1955 137149 818478 .1676

1960 129689 680666 .1965

1965 1.31812 689585 .1911

1970 129532 657462 .197V

1975 165161 563176 .2096

1986 97961 455909 .2147

1985 168466 488603 .2219

Source: USAF Statistical Iligj:st, USAF . umm.ry l

Essentially* this chart confirms what wo already

know--the officer to enlisted rdtio has increas,:dl ovr time. For

example, in 1956 we had 16.19 officers per 166 enlisted

personnel. The above chart shows us that thin ratio had

increased to 22.19 per 109 enlisted by 1985.

The question now becomes whether we can attribute tils to

the fact that we've added more o:Ficors to the "fiqhtlnq" force

which would cause the ratio to inereas:, or whe'ther it (an he

attributed to some other factor. A quick and convenient method

to make this comparison would be to computi a ratd officer to
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enlisted ratio and a support officer to enlisted ratio. If the

rated officer to enlist*d ratio shows an increase while the

support officer to enlisted ratio shows a decrease or remains

* relatively constant, we can logically conclude that the increase

in the ratio is defendable based on an increase in our combat

element. First, let's look at the rated side.

YEAR RATED OFF ENLISTED RATIO

1950 31830 352185 .69

19S5 71661 818478 .88

1960 72648 680666 .167

1965 65513 689585 .195

1970 54356 657402 .183

1975 46639 563176 .693

1983 3510 455969 .977

1985 34535 408663 .071

Source: USAF Statistical Digest, USAF Summary 2

This data reveals that the rated officer to 1M6 enlisted

ratio has varied from a high of 10.7 in 1960 down to 7.1 in 1985.

It certainly shows that there is no upward trend as we saw when

we compared aggregate officer numbers to enlisted. This suggests

that rated officer growth and drawdowns roughly parallel that of

the enlisted. The chart at Attachment 4 more clearly illustrates

this statement.
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Like the rated officers# missile launch o~ficers ace an

integral part of out combat force. Their numbors nre

considerably less than the rated force. From 196S to 1905 we

have had betweon 3665 and 3866 misuillo launch officers. As of

1995. they numbered 3612 compared to a peak of 3806 In 197S. The

trend is downward and will continue to be so with deactivation of

all Titan missiles. Should the IMF Treaty be ratified, there

will be a further decrease in missile launch offic~ers. Clearly,

the missile operations force has not contributed tr a higher

officer to enlisted factor.

One can definitely say that the overall increase in the

officer to enlisted ratio has nothing to do with increases in the

fighting portion of our officer corps,. In factL i(. anything.,

there seems. to be a negative correlation. As a consequence of

this information we should see a nonrated officer to enliste~d

ratio growth pattern that is even steeper than that of aggregate

officer to e~i1isted data.

YEAR NONRATED ENLISTED) RATIO

1956 25176 352V85 .072

1955 65488 818478 .680

1966 57641 680666 .084

1965 66108 689585 .096

1970 75176 657462 .114

1975 58522 503176 .116

1986 62861 455969 .138
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Sour'o: USAF Statistical Ditostt USAF Summary 3

The dat.i supports what we expected to see which is an

escalating rise from 7.2 to 15.1 nonrated officers per Me*

enlisted people. This information can be seen as veil on

Att.shmont 4. finlike the rated! force, the growth/drawdown

patterns of the support force do not parallel those of the

onl isteL, fr. Whit this suggests is that nonrated officer

tjrowth has little, it anything, to do with our enlisted manpower.

In many cespects, this is not surprising. Much of our officer

,irowth is likely related to scientific/technical demands on the

Air Force ( (11 investigate this in the next chapter). Career

fields in computers, engineering# space. etc., tend to be officer

intendive with a promium on specialized education found almost

exclusively in the officer force.

PORCH STRUCTURE

Itrh.aps by turning to forcie structure we can get more

m,,,aningjul comprisons. The most meaningful measure of force

structure is active aircraft inventory. More aircraft directly

translates into more force structure. If inventory totals do not

chdnge, or in fact decrease, with new aircraft acquisitions, it

is because we ace mxoldrnizing our force and retiring obsolete

forces. In any case, we routinely hear that the requirement for
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more manpower is force structure rolated. Conv,;rsly, out

frequent response to pressures for a retluction in manpower is to

say we are going to have to reduce fortce structurt,.4  In any

event, one would expect that officer forre size might be~ .a

function of aircraft inventory size. When wtt review aircraft

inventories we can look at each weapon system, but eventually w,

would have to look at aggrogat,; information to make somto yneral

comparisons. The ratio between types of aircraft is relatively

constant and would prove little# if anything. For this r,,,son,

we'll look at overall data. The figurus below give a five-yuar

interval review of total active aircraft invntory (TAI) aml

flying hours.

YEAR TAI FLY IIOURS

1956 17663 3.667,293

1955 25988 8,311,47I

1966 15312 7,013,0951

1965 12181 6,6L"155"

1976 11221 6,326,157

1975 7446 1,0711,261

1986 7175 2,597,275

1985 7271 2,91t,6N0

Source: USAF Statistical Digent, USAF Summ.ry 5

Overall, this information shows .a st.irttinq r.duction ii
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our TAI from. the mid-1956's to 1985 with almost 16,666 fewer

.,i er.,tt. We nlirondty ktiow frehe out previous information that

officeur corps sixo will not fit the force structure pattern. The

followingj chart r.orlocts both out toted and nonrated officer to

Jairecftrm riation.

YKARt RAThI)/TAI NONNATIZD/TAI

1950 1.67 1.46

1955 2.66 2.61

1960 4.74 3.73

1965 5.18 5.43

1970 4.64 6.76

L975 6.26 7.6

1980 4.69 8.7S

1985 4.71) 10.16

DATA: UJSAF Stntisti'al Ditjest, USAF Summary6

What wei no here its a ratio of rated officers to aircraft

th~st han~ st.oiliiz-'d below S.9 in the 13st decade. This is not

.surprisinq from the standpoint that most pilot/navigator

requirintent. are~ linked to factors such as crew ratios. In fact,

this ehart showsi the? excess of pilots we had in the mid-1976's.

:;jnt,.e thtn, with ionpILemotation of the more pcecise rated

ima.napainnt Syste~m, the data reflects a relatively stable balance
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of the rated force with respect to force structure. Th13 i'

clearly not the caso for the nonrated officer to nirctaCft rd sLs?.

What we is is a consistent and continuing incroase in rhi

nonflyet to aircraft comparison. Based on th. dataa, *t iit noI

poxible to link growth in the nonrated offIvr ,corps to ttb

aircraft force structure which h&,s been 'omj.ir.tiv.ly t..hi. itn

tecent years. Attachment S is a display of pilots and vonra,,

officer to aib .,ft ratios.

AIR FORCH INSTAIG,TIONS

Anit.hcc basis for cowp,,,Lison is Air Force installations.

The roaion tor uaing this as . mea nrinq device is that :;very

infrastructure, such as n base, jenerally requires a clro of

officers to oper. te such an Inst.)lation. Vor vx.wmpl,., ,.very

major bawe requires civil engineers, upply officr, finince.,

officer. . . . the list goes on. If we .omp.,re the numb.,r ,of

installations operated by the Air Ioree .,,d find there in an

increasing number of them, then we ma-y hmv.i ., plausible

explanation for officer growth. Out data for installationn

includes both "major" installations and "other" instAllatinan in

the United States and overseas. A major installation is ono- at

which full-time flyinq or missile oper.tion; are :onduc.t.,l by a

permanently assigned undeployed squadron, or it can he an

installation which has no operational rlyiie, or ,,i..ilts mi.islon,

but does have a wing headquarters or its equivalent or higlhr Air

Force organization. In 1975, we h.ld 149 m.aijor ii:-A.l |I tiOSv;, anle
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by 198i this had decreased to 136 major installations. Other

. installations Include items such as auxiliary airfields.

ballistic missilt atu, electronics stations# etc. The chart

* below includes both type install ations.

YKAR U.S. OVERSIAS TOTAL

i75 2299 892 3191

1977 2481 606 3161

1979 2276 672 2943

1981 2181 646 2827

1l3 2t92 679 2862

1985 2112 763 283S

oucots: USAV summaCry 7

In thet 1989's, our number of installations has remained

rolstively constant at thu 2836 level, but out net decrease in

tlx, 1971 to l90S de-ade was 356. What this tells us is that

thur, in no c.rrelation, other than a negative one, between our

hloss;, infcitutru'tur, ,ind officer jrowth. What it does show is the

post Southe~.st Asia drawdown in installations until we reached

tho: po.riod of rel.tive at~biility in the 1980's.

Our comparisons with enlisted population, aircraft

inventory, and active Air Porce installations have provided us

snie rather interesting information, and we can draw these

conclusions from it:
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1. Rated/missile, officar to inl isteti ratio1 haiv,

remained relatively stable since the 1950s. Growth AMl

drawdowtn in these two gCoups hAve rnWjhly pdl leltl. Th,,

nonrated officer to enlisted rati has mote than fIoub)l.td .AiwN

2. Officer to force structure (4ir.ecrt) Cotion Show *'

fairly constant relationship hptwiten rated of(fir .- rpu Axei sl

aircraft inventory. Nonr;jtod (fficer gjrowth is nt)t rtI.at,1q to

force structure.

3. ThOr* is only a ni.jstive t'orrv-I.tion tLwi.. n o(fistr

corps size and number of instalistions over the past decade.

These comparisons have not providel un with a val Id

explanation for some of the growth In the off ivet (oren.

specifically in the support drools. Note investiqaLion is

necessary to better focus on what hs chang.eud in the orrnive.r

tanks.
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So fatr, the data we've used does not leave us with a

comfort.able foulinil about how 3oM wh re we'vv axpeilenced growth

in the officur corps, especially with regard to the Air Force as

a fighting for,.o. PerhAps by looking at the officer population

in the various IAJCCOMS we an better determine where and why the

tjrowth h os occurred since the 19714s. Additionally, a review of

,jtowth patterns by occupational specialty can enlighten us even

M'rs, 4Ml m.iy show us exactly what kind of *additional" officers

w,'vu Ie'on brinjing on hourd.

IIWITING VORCS DKFINIIIONS

At this point, we need to define the officer *fighting

re)rco.', Certsinly everyone has an opinion on the essential

eloments of the combatant portion of the Air Force. We are no

exception. Thusi (4r, we have only focused on the tated officer

,,rp5--pilotS dril navigators--atong with missile launch officers.

ColtooLively, theiy art? the jroup that delivers ordnance on a

t,artlet. Prun our perspective, three other groups of officers

hIolrof in thto e:jtstjory uf the fijhting force. They are weapons

controllers, air,-raft m.intenance officers, and missile
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maintenance officers. These people ato. so cotly linked to

sortie production and missile l.aunch tholt th.oy cannot lie

distinguished from the "teeth" of the force. Anothotr r.,son for

this grouping is that all can be directly tie~d tei for:t, atoutiro

and combat capability. Critics can argue that othocs rightfully

belong in this grouping* and in isolatedl instances th#e-y m~ly hq#

correct. Ife want to keep the definition of the fighting force

very distinct so that, as we look at nfficar growth piottoornso it

will be very clear whether the growth is in the tooth or the

tail. Finally, we would not wa~nt to bo at-c-urti of tryinq to.

inflate, the size of our combatant force. An we go through this

chapterc, let's focus on the NAJCOMX that hive the bulk of thexo-

people to see how they have fared relative to thoso that eithor

have little or none of the fighting fort..

MAJCON REVIRW

Ne will review the HAJCU9Is over thrope ix-riods-l97,

1988, and 1985. During this review, we notwI t) keep somot thinols

in mind. First, there have bot.,n noine sflnnaion ch.n-joti ."bone this

#4AJCO*. For example# the airlift C-110 (erect unied tu beo In

Tactical Air Commend, but Is now in Military Airlirt commn.

Also, there were 12 HMAJO's and 15 Sotpdca~tv Opr4t~ntJ Agentel'no

(SOAS)/Ditect Reporting Units (D)RUs') in 1975; butt b~y 19815, th,'ro

were 14 MAJCOMs and the number of $Ohs/D)IUs haid inscroanied to 30.

Doespite the proliferation of n.'w OCrJdnizaetions In twt Air toree,

the operational fighting force structure and the orrl'*ers
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dirtw.tty linked to It still fall under the auspices of the

MAJCO~qs.

That (oil lowino, ch.rt 1 Ives us an idea how our officer

* force in distrihuted by MAJCOM. The bottom portion of the chart

elso sho.ws :.jsr,mjat d.ta on total officers assigned to the

MAJCOMtn and the percentatje they represent of the total P4r force

offic~or :orps.

IAJCOM OIFICRS

MAJ((JM 197% 1986 1985

AIC/AU 18046 15276 16886

AIX. 3767 -----

AAC 865 844 867

AWC 2605 3643 4352

KSC (AI'SC) 863 1989

AVW 2644 2633 3182

MAC L2281 11937 12915

PACAV 4718 3165 3378

SPACOM- ----- 1699

SAC 2t848 18459 17358

AVSC 9595 9949 12862

TAC 9545 13984 14336

USAVE 6113 6854 7184

MAJCOM TOTAL 92101 86927 95988
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AF TOTAL 165161 97961 11146

of TOTAL 87.6% 81.81 611.5%

Source: USAF Statistical Diust., USAP Summ.iry 1

This informntion is useful from -. vouple of vAntaqv,

points. It shows us how oscih MAJCOM ht.; ,ith.r ;rown )ft d.'l inmd

from the previous five-year an.ipshot aml pe.rmita tn to ev.lu.it

which commands NAve henafitte.l rrtm mofuv orr.ie. manpowet. Th.o

totals also ceflect that the I reentaija %3f 1.ht tot.il ,,rfic-*r

corps assigned to MAJCO~s hit's heon t.onatfnt .0rounl tlu- 8I8 ran4e,.

The remaining 121 are assigjned to SOA/I)kUs. We e:an iou nome.

obvious disperaties ospecially when wo look ist tlii, lelt. (e-hngn,)

from 1909 to 1985. NhIle the total officer corps Increa.sed by

14,499 (+19.7%)t some MAJCO~s did not grow (e.q. SAC) .hilt'

others experienced substantial incroasus (e.g. AtPC).

OPERATIONAL/SUPIORT HA.ICOM 1)! ;r t NC'T ION

At this point, we are ,joir j to put the MAJCOMs; in two

categories - operational MAJCO~ls and ,upport MA.ti(:)M;. Thie

operational commands are those with operational (orce .qtructure,

(i.e. CC coded aircraft or operationtiI offensive mi.ailot.). The,

remaining commands serve in a supporting capacity. We'll (:(Nul)tro

the net change in officer tot-its for e.ich (i n,afnd fron 1980 to
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L985 Alotuj with tho percontage inerease or decrease. The results

will show whother the opuraional or support commands benofitted

most from the #,161 increase in MACON manning from 1989-1985p or

whethur thi' qrowth w.,:; spread :venly between the two categories.

O'[' IVR GR(T L986-1985: OP RATZONAL COMMANDS

MAJCOM CHANGF. %CHANGE

AAC -37 -4.4%

MAC +978 +8.2%

PACAF +213 +6.7%

SAC -1161 -6.6%

T'AC +432 +3.1%

tJSAt'I +330 +4.8%

TOTAL +815 +1.5%

:,oare: USAF Summary 2

OFICER GROWTH 1980-1985: NONOPERATIONAL COMMANDS

MAJCOM CIIAN;: %CHANGE

A'C/AU +1610 +10.5%

A"(.'C +1309 +43.0%
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ZSC +226 +26.21

AFLC +549 i20.9,

SPACmCOM +1699

ASC 4.2853 +28.7%

TOTAL +8246

DATA: USAP SUMMARY 3

The results of this comp,rison art nothinq short of

astounding. The operational commands exporionved ,;ithor nto'j.itiv

or little officer growth during tho 1980-1985 period with es

ctsulative gain of 815 officers or +1.5%. Conversely, the

support comnands wor.i the i)en t,r h..nnr..1 I i.r,:a,.:

with a cumulative gain of 8246 oricers which rt-pre.tnt.. at

increase of 26.6%. This is a gain ratio of ov,,r 10:1, .nd for

all practical purposes, we can say that virutally all the ofii?'r

increases have gone to our supportinq r4thur than fielhtintj

commands. This corroborates a conclusion that stated offlicr

growth was not force structure related.

GROWTH BY OCCUPArIONAL SPECI/ALTY

Given the highly inter,,sting data wo dovulopd from a

review of the MAJCOMs, let's get onure specific and look at growth

patterns by occupational specialty. Based on what wo've svcen so

far, we'll focus on two areas--fighting for'-' spcialties and
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thoso spo I 4ties izssociaited with the commands that have

* xpor ieit-d tho ont;t ol rowth. We I I Iit so take a look at some

r".NOXOM support officer specialties to assess overall growth. A

g"oo ri'(cre':we. point for growth information i3 1977, since it

eprustutt one of tho low water marks in overall officer force

size. This will allow us to see~ where the Air force has placed

it's gjrowth emuphasis In recent years. The table below reflects

the, not 'jrowth or dot-line from 1977-1985 and the percentage

lintrease it tv-prun:ontt. for .i potrticular specialty. It should

p)rovidei quito ustetu informcation In that it shows exactly how

manyl )risor.I wore working In p4rticular specialties in a given

y.a .ind *oxcludesn thotit! in pipetline/training status.
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OFFICER SPECIALTY GROWTH 1977-198'i

1977 */- CHANG;K I
SPECIALTY BASELINE TO i985 #OR-

Pilots/Navigatats/Observor 29058 -664 -2.1

Missile Operations 3233 -211 -6.51

Weapons Director/Controller 1517 +390 #25.71

Aircraft Maintenance 3652 I5 +0.11

Missile Maintenance 565 -39 -7.71

Space Systems 454 +793 +174.7%

Scientific 1193 +316 +28.61

Acquisition Management 1659 +887 *53.51

Devolopment Engineering 4265 +1648 118.o61

Trdnsportation 914 *51i 5t

Supply Services 319 117 # 13. r,&

Security Police 978 498 ,10.0%

Info. Systems (Comm/Computer) 5115 +1520 29.7

Administration 2375 +152 16.41

Intelligence 2264 594 126.2.

Medical 9693 +2710 +211.61

International Pol Mil Aff 154 +65 +42.2%

Audio Visual 89 24 f27.01

Legal L096 # 196 +17.9%

Civil Engineering 1814 +r)18 f211.2%

Finance 1247 +11 0. al.

Logistics Plans 914 +176 +19.31.

Source- USAF Summary
4
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A~s you va4n sog the dotted) Iine sparates the fighting

re,,g s;pecilties from the support force. With the exception of

vc,45)na controllers# it also Room* to be a line dividing the

loss/no growth specialties from those that have In some cases

oxporien4!ixl (?trdtordinary growth. Especially disturbing is that,

tin the whole, officers in the fighting force have actually

do-weliledt be~tweein 1977 to 1985 while our total officer force

increariod fro~m 9*6#254 to 198,496 - a change of +12#1461

Cc'rt:..inly one c:.an untlerstand# to some extent, the growth In space

systoms ovor this period. Understandable also are modest (S-19%)

incroaaoei: in siome tit our high tech specialties. What challenges

the Imag;ination is whit appear~s to be unconstrained or

ulsciplinol growth In cert~Ain other areas. One has to question

growth In excess of 251 In scientific. acquisition# eangineetring,

servIct'n, communications/data iautomation, intelligence, medical,

pnilitical military affairs# civil engineering and audio-visual

,tfiers; especi~ally when done -it the expense of or in lieu of

our combatant officers. The chart above does not include all

career fieltia, but it is certainly representative of what has

happened to the types of jobs our officers are doing. A summary

thdtI e!01nP-rer. tho~ "L00th" to the "tail" which Includes all

occeupatinal specialties is at Attachment 6. This graph clearly

illustraitos the dJynanles between our combatant and support

forces, anti hijhliijhts the radical shift in emphasis during the

inid-1970i's [roin "teoth" to "tail."

it secins highly doubtful that our Air Force leaders would
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want us to follow this path purposely. More! likely Is the

possibility that it has happened incrementilly without anyone

stopping back to look at what has happenod to the over.1 I of i,:er

mix. Tot example, there was probably some justification for

adding 24 audio visual officers and 152 administrativu officers

during 1977-198S5, but it is highly doubtful it anyone over asked

whether it was more important to our warlightinj mission to have

these individuals rather than more aircraft maintandlWO

officers--a career field in which we a(ddel only five ofricisrs

during this same period.

Looking at the officer growth p.tt.,rnn, we c.ln n,, thtst

they parallel the growth by MAJCO~s. For example# the bulk of

scientists and engineers would go to System-:.; Command. Similarly,

most communicators and computer specialists would likely be

assigned to Communications Command. Another phonom.non in that

many of the support officers probably als5o wont to thene commands

because of the increased base operating nppurt needed for the

additional technical officers. There aro wayn to check this

information, but such is beyond tho scope of this a.ludy. Su f i:c4

it to say that the patterns wt? n,:. in officer speci.ilty ,jrowth

mirror the patterns witnessed in MA.JCOM growth.

Conclusions that we can logically derive from I:his d.sta

are:

1. MAJCOMs with operational force structure (dircrift/missilos)

experienced a net officer incre.ase of 1.' % (815 officers) rrxn

1980-1985.
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2. Stpiiart MAJC)M~a h-vil j no~t of f i.:mr incros. or 26.0 (8 C246

orfierq) froms 19140-1985.

*3. Oficr 1twuocoinq tigjhtinnq force duty (to~oth) had a net

decranne of 519 (-1.41) (coo 1977-1985.

4. Offictorn p.wriocuinij hlupporL sdeity (tail) hud a not increase? of

12#665 (21.7%) from 1977-1985.
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CHAPTER VI

CONCLUS IONS

We've looked at the Air Force office'r corps rrims d number

of different perspectivos--historical; the roquiri.ments proc.vs;

comparisons with enlisted, for.e strurtures and in.t.tll.:tn:;;

NAJCOM changes; and growth patterns by occupational spuci0i1ty.

In each chapter, we came up with sooe conclusions re ,ardinq our

analysis. Before reaching any final assessment, let's review the

independently derived conclusions to see if they tie with each

other:

1. The Air Force officer corps has transitioned i ro, a

predominantly rated to nonratedi rorce.

2. The officer corps has expoienced cosistent .jrowth ain(-a

1978.

3. Officer increases since 1978 hdive boun , ]rost exclusively it

nonrated specialties.

4. Some nonrated officer requir m nts ar noL c:overed by the

management engineering process.

5. All rated officer requirements ace quint~ified and 'oxanied

through an extensive rated manaement s;ystlin.

6. Rated officer requirements r-(weiv, consi('rably more' s'o d iny
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than nontctud officer ruqoircoents.

7. kniod/lmil:so oftcer to Onlisted ratios have remained

relativoly st-ible since the 1959's. The nonratod officer to

enlisted ratio has more thAn doubled since 1956.

8. Officer to forc- structure (aircaft) ratios show a fairly

coxistant talationship betwoun risted officer corps size and

air,:raft inventory. Nonratod officer growth is not related to

foru strueture.

9. Thero is only a nojative correlation between officer corps

ali? aml numett of instailations in the past decade.

it. MAJN(a" with .iperational force structure (aircraft/missiles)

experienced a net officer inctrease of 1.5% (815 officers) from

1980-1985.

It. Support MAJCOMn had a net officer increase of 26.0% (8246

offier.is) frun 1980-1985.

L2. Officers i'rforminj fighting force duty (teeth) had a net

dlee:rease of 519 (-1.41) from 1977-85.

I1. Officers performinij support duty (tail) had a net increase

of 12,665 (21.7%) from 1977-1985.

A r,:vi.w or the;e separately derived statements reflects

a consistently undesirable trend in the United States Air Force

olficur corps. In the last decade, we have taken a rapid and

drainatic shift of enphasis away from the fighting force and put

it on thi .suppurt. forve. The jraph at Attachment 6 best

;;umniarizos our total officer corps experience, and suggests that
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we are transitioning out of th, warfighting business just to

support the tremendous overhead we have created.

From the evidence presented in this papectv hore's what

we think has happened. In the mid-197?'s, the rated force took

tremendous strides in quantifying its current and future noodrs.

Rated requirements weto subject to an intense series of checks

and balances and still are today. Additiondalty, fightingj force

career fields (missile operations/maintennt:n and .airer.art

maintenance) were so closely tied to force :atruettse that .. iny

growth/reduction would be closely associated with

Aircraft/missilo/clying hours. The we.uapons t:ontrollor field jrow

as a direct consequence of the 93A expansion.

Conversely, the support officor equire4m.ntx rcceived no

"big picture" assessments and grew virtually unchocked in a

permissive environm@nt th4t ha.- ltstd ltlaaost .1 d,,elod. Ik, t,.o

the manpower community's best effortse it. w:a unable to validate

or invalidate the massive requirweenta for ;tjl)pt)rt oftioers.

Most important, howover, was the fact that no one made any

concerted attempt to constrain th,: support force. Perhaps,

that's why we have more finance officers than bomber pilots; more

engineers than fighter pilots; more communication.;/computer

officers than tanker/transport pilots; more administrative

officers than weapons controllers; more public affairs officers

than missile maintenance officers; and more scientists/

intelligence officers than aircraft maint-nan(-e officers. Tho

point of making these comparisons now is that most likely no ono
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didt in the Ipast, 4nd .is a direct consaquence we find our Air

Foco officer force the frequent target of critics.

Our officer iqrowth ovet the last decade is unquestionably

unrelated to our force structure. The question asked by the

ttI.tl #1 this Itlxtr i purtinoost: *Is the USAV Officer Corps a

Fitjhting Force?" Our answer is yosp hut along the way we've

pickud top so much .,xtcA baggAge, that we've sotiously jeopardized

th future of out fijhting fo e and the ability to sustain it.

Our ba:it: w.arCightine! charter has not changed. . . let's not lose

sight of itt Where do we go from here? Read on.
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CIIMPTE V1I

UCO NIr.MDAT I010

The pressure to reduce omit itary ,mnps)wor is Intense -in, l

in the era of shrinking defenue budJets, it will becme even more

pronounced. Many critics will mplphesizo that Lhe o[(Cier corp.s

I& the most likely target for cuts. Our convention.al approach to

these pressures h4s been either to threaten to ot ;Ictully #.ut

force structure. This is the easy approach beceuse wo can

readily quantify the magnitude of such an actiopt it sAves both

manpower and money; and, of course, it's the most dramatic.

Unfoctunately, force structure cuts ropronunt the most

disastrous approach in the long tem. First, they art,

contradictory to our basic wirfightintj chacter. The, r:, ult of

these actions is that they Norther increas, the rntio of flupp')rt

forces to fighting forces. Thone actions :;itjnal to our ,ritics

that we prefer to save support activities (e.g. hands,

a~ministration, audio visual) over flyinq squadrons. Thi.s hs.

the net effect of making us an even richer tadrjet for reformer:

both in and out of the Congress.

Well# what should we dio? Our .ulelj,.tion i., t.o jo b'k to

1977 as a baseline year for our officer corps. We chose this

year because it represents tht. Lime wa, .i an Air Por,',, lont
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control of support off icer ,irowth (see Attachment 6). The Air

Vort?. Coun'i I, not manpower spcvialists, should then establish

how mu.-I .;uplp)rt offt( r jrowth is toltrabt. from this basetline

of 54,19u nosiraitl oftic rs. Koop in mind that, by 1985, we were

already up to 73,87 support officers. Our conservative estimate

is th ,t wt? ,ould not only survive, but perhaps function more

effi iently ~n a fighting forco with 19,499 fewer support

olficots. It so.ms ironic thAt the specialties we've thrown the

mo6st ofti'ers into over the last decade (e.g. data automation,

Intlliqone, cmisunti:ations) aro the very areas that represent

some of our l4rost battlefield uncertainties. After our leaders

oflt|)lish a support officer cap, then we can let the functional

representatives and manpower specialists wrestle over priorities

within the 'on.striints. The Air Staff Board can bless the

rsults of those efforts and we can begin the reduction in our

support officer force through normal attrition. A reduction in

for.e (HIP) is not necessary to achieve the desired results in a

re.-tunible period of time. Additionally, this proposed course of

action would give support MAJCO~s time to reorganize with fewer

people--it maiy even provide an hapetus to consolidate rather than

,reate organizations. With this action, we can end the

disturbhin trend or hivintj the fighting force absorb the burden

0 .8 bloitlng sU))ort force.

The. savings .s,;ociated with a 19,690 officer cut exceed

one half billion dollars annually. It shows our intent to focus

on the thoLh rathur than tiil. Thi s alone could silence critics,
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because it represents a proactive rather than r,. :tivi staneo to

a situation whore we have to tlke some action. Such in

aggressive posture would allow us to choos where th' cut:i should

be taken, rather than allowing those n lot itnsa e',l.ehl.,or k.inkt

reasoned decisions to do so for us. Additionally, this e'4fl takt

some pressure off end strength ceilings ,-nd .Mllr|v iat,. tht, ,urr,,nt

necessity we feel to either civilianize or rontrd,'t ont military

activities. For eXample, maybe we could stop the currnt imimwtos,

to contract out aircrew training. To some, this is an Insult to

the very essence of the Air Force. it seven ludienrous. thist w.

retain administrative officer traininl as a morst inherentiy

military function than aircrvw traininj.

In the 1970's, there were some efforts made towa.rd

creating a support officer distribution and training man.gtrnt

system similar to that which had been Institutionalized for the

rated community. Perhaps, if those efforts had been more,

successful and had evolved into something liko the: ratty

managment process, the situation might h, differtnt now.

Clearly, we need to take sone decisive ,ic:lion to remely the

unacceptable position we find ourselvevz in tndsy. It I; not

fair, nor does it make sense, to expec:t t:he mmnpower people alone

to solve the problem. At a minimu.,i we ncnd to b,.jin a drtwdown

of the support officer force, before it strangles our fitjhtirJ

force. If we don't step up to this responsibility, outside

agencies such as OMB, the GAO, and the Conjreiss are goinj to do

it for us. If we wait to let this happen, then porhap. w(.

deserve our fate. . . . whatever it mitlht be.
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L. )at.a vonpiled in 1984-85 by AP/MPPTF Action Officer
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2. Ibid.

3. Ibid.
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Rates, #" I November 1983. Document.i updato.d in 1985 to intlude

1984 and 1985 data.
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6. Ibid.

7. Rated Management Document. Vol 1. (Washington D.C.:
Department of the lrForce, 2ipri 1987), p. 5-1.

CHAPTEI Il (Pages 11-18)

1. John Ginovsky, "GAO Studys Faults AP Manpower
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4. These comments art? based on the author's oxp,'rience
as an Air Staff Program Element. Monitor and Advisor to Hlhc
Personnel Activities Panel.

5. Ginovsky, p. 6.

6. J. B. Davis, Colonel, USAF. "Rat,,d l)istrilbution and
Training Management Systom--h Conceptual Study with Future
Applications," Air War College, AU, 1976. Report Details the
Rated Management Process.

7. Rated Management Documont. Vol 1. (Wa:;hinqton D.C.:
Department of the Air Force, 23 A-prfl 1987) pp. 1-4, 3-1, 3-2,
4-1, 6-1, 7-1.

8. Ibid.

9. USAF SummarX_1986. (Washinjtoe D..: I()*.ertmk"nt Or
the Air Force, 7 March 1986) pp. C-46 to C-53.

19. Pat Dalton, "Audit Pilot Requirem.nnt., Glenn Asks
GAO." Air Force Times, 18 January 1988, p. 7.

CHAPTER IV (Pages 19-28)

1. Data compiled in 1984-1985 by AF/MP1IVIT ctl.ion
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nInlist.,d Force ToLrls. Data rooverified and updated in 1987-1988
by authors.

0

2. Ibid.

* 3. Ibid.

4. John Ginovsky, "AF Strength Freeze# 3-Wing Cut
Pcoposcd,," Air Force Times# 29 F'ebruary 1988, p. 1.

5. Data compiled in 1984-1985 by AF/MPPTF action
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updated in 1987 by authors.

6. Ibid.

7. Ibid. OInt, in this chart is incompatible with
pre-1975 data.

CIIAPrTIR V (Paqes 29-39)

1. I). ti extra'ttl from multiple displays and tables
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55



BIBLIOGRAPHY

1. AF/MPPTF Historical Documents. "Pilot/Naviqator Require-

ment, Inventories, and UPT Rato;," I November 1983.

2. Basic Aerospace Doctrine of the United ;ttt,:s Air Furo:e.

Air Force, 16 March 1984.

3. Budahn, P. J., "Congress Likely to Order Officer Cuts of

1t for 1988," Air Forcte Times, 21 ,ptemb,;r 11987,

p. 3.

4. Burlage, John, "Officer Cut of 2,255 Plann'd l)y GopL 311,"

Air Force Times, 18 January 1988, p. 1.

5. Chenette, Rudolph L., Major, USAF# "U.S. Air Fore Man-

power Resource Manatjcmnt." Student RescaroII Rc.port,

Air Command and Staff Colleg.e, Air Univi:rsity,
Maxwell AFB, AL 1981.

6. Dalton, Pat, "Audit Pilot Requirements, Glenn Ask GAO,"
Air Force Times, 18 January 1988, p. 7.

7. ------- , "29,9 Cut Planned in 4F Knd-Strenqjth, "Air
Force Times, January 1988, p. 1.

8. Davis, J.B., Col, USAF. "Rated Distribution and
Training Management System--A Conceptual Study with

Future Application," Student Research Ruport, Air

War College, Air University, Maxwell AlFl1, AL., 1976.

9. Ginovsky, John, "GAO Study Faults AF Minpowor Allocation

System," Air Force Times, 14 .lptnnber 1987, p. 6.

16. - , "AF Strength Freeze, 3-WInq Cut Proposed,"
Air Force Times, 29 February 19811, p. 1.

11. Hadley, Author T., The Strdw Giant. New York: Random

House, 1986.

12. Hart, Gary and William S. Lind. America Can Win.

Bethesda: Adler and Adler, 198 . . -

13. Luttwak, Edward N. The Pentaglon and the Art of War.

New York: Simon and-Schuster Pubtt-ceat[O fl:4-.-

14. Manpower Policies and Procedurs. Air 'orvii

56



Regulation 26-1, Vol IIl, Washington D.C.: Department
of the Air Force, 11 March 1981.

15. Mize# Rick, "DOD Appeals GAO Officer Requirement," Air
Force Timoat, 12 October 1987, pp. 16-17.

16. - ------ "Hill Conference Approves Cut of 3,90 Officer
Slots," Air Force Times, 16 November 1987, p. 1.

17. Rat.l M4naijulJmnt Documeont. Vol 1. Washington D.C.:
~ar~e~t~ hiU~oce,23 April 1987.

lR. United States Air Force Statistical Digest, FY 75.
DirectordtS: of Manage.unt Analysis, Comptroller of

the Air Force. Washincton D.C., 15 April 1976.

19. USAF Summar jj19L6. RCS: IIAF-ACCA (7203). Director
of Cost, Comptroller of the Air Force. Washington
D.C.: Deprtakent of the Air Force, 7 March 1986.

5

57


